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Case No. 10319 REPORT OF AUDIT Executive Summary

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On October 25, 2015, The Philadelphia Inquirer published an article titled “What new building
inspection guidelines?” that reported deficiencies in the demolition inspection process at the Department
of Licenses + Inspections (L+I). According to the article, several anonymous L+I building inspectors
reviewed a selection of demolition permit information from HANSEN, the department’s central database.
The inspectors’ analysis resulted in two primary conclusions. First, L+I “failed to follow new inspection
guidelines in more than 80 percent of private demolitions” performed between January 1 and October 8,
2015. Second, “the agency’s database appears to have been altered to show that demolition inspections
occurred when they had not.” The article also referenced high numbers of: (i) permits with no recorded
inspections during demolition; (ii) work that began prior to a recorded initial inspection; and (iii) permits
with several “passed” inspection entries on the same day.

In response to these claims, the Mayor directed the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) to audit and
review L+I’s inspection activity. The OIG was tasked with addressing the merits of the anonymous
inspectors’ conclusions, as presented in the Inquirer article. The OIG audit was also focused on
clarifying L+I’s administration of the inspection process and identifying potential opportunities for
improvement.

The OIG audit proceeded in two phases. Phase 1 was focused on assembling the relevant background
information and understanding how L+I’s fundamental guidance on demolition inspections was
operationally applied to the process in the field. Phase 1 included interviews of relevant L+1 supervisors,
managers and administrators. In Phase 2, the OIG obtained every private demolition permit that L+I
issued and closed between January 1 and October 8, 2015.! The OIG collected all HANSEN data
associated with these permits, including the recorded inspection outcomes and corresponding comments.?
Then, OIG personnel interviewed every available inspector who made a permit inspection entry in
HANSEN.? Each inspector was questioned about each entry, as well as any underlying departmental
issues that may have impacted the demolition inspection process.

This audit determined that the first of the article’s conclusions — that L+I is not following its own
inspection guidelines — is generally correct. According to the OIG’s analysis, L+I properly administered
the demolition inspection process in approximately 22% of sampled permits. The remaining 78%
displayed one or more of the following characteristics: (i) at least one improperly “passed” inspection
entry; (if) no recorded inspections during demolition; and/or (iii) demolition that began before the initial
inspection without a corresponding enforcement action or sufficient emergency justification.

The second of the article’s conclusions — that HANSEN was somehow altered to show that demolition
inspections occurred when they had not — is incorrect. The OIG uncovered no evidence of intentional
misrepresentations, data manipulation or attempts to conceal inspection activity on the part of anyone at
the Department of Licenses + Inspections.

The article’s unfounded claim about HANSEN is most likely the result of the inspectors’ widespread
misunderstanding and misapplication of the “passed” designation for inspection entries. In 57% of the

! This set of exactly 100 permits included the full set of permits analyzed in the Philadelphia Inquirer article.
2 The OIG also requested the inspectors’ route sheets and any available photographs. L+I, however, does not
reliably maintain these records, so they are not directly addressed in this report.

3 Two out of 19 inspectors were not available.

Page 2 of 26
OFFICIAL USE ONLY



Case No. 10319 REPORT OF AUDIT Executive Summary

sampled permits, the assigned inspector improperly “passed” at least one inspection that should have been
“waived.” Most of these “pass” errors were due to inconsistent guidance about how to record impossible
and/or inapplicable inspections that could not be performed as a result of the building type or problems
with inspection scheduling. Rather than waive these inspection entries in HANSEN, most inspectors
passed them in an effort to administratively close the permit.

In addition to these findings, the OIG identified a number of other informative trends that are presented in
the table below. Later sections address these trends in greater detail.

Inspection Trends — OIG Analysis

Inspection Trend Number of Permits (%)

HANSEN Entries for All Work Instruction Inspections 3(%)

No Recorded Inspections During Demolition 55(%)
Demolition Started Before Initial Inspection 53(%)
Reported Inspections Not Entered in HANSEN 24(%)
Two or More Inspections Passed Same Day 72(%)
Three or More Inspections Passed Same Day 45(%)
Inspections by 2 or More CSU Inspectors 35(%)
Inspections by 3 or More CSU Inspectors 5(%)

One or More Improperly “Passed” Inspections 57(%)
Citation / Violation Issued 23(%)
No Inspection Issues 22(%)

Overall, this review determined that deficiencies in the demolition inspection process are the apparent
result of: (i) misaligned internal standards; (i) an inadequate method of scheduling inspections; (iii) poor
distribution of work; and (iv) inconsistent and faulty use of HANSEN.

Part II of this report presents necessary background information on the demolition process and the
department’s general inspection practice. Part II also identifies a series of issues that help frame the
statistical findings and provide important context. Part III presents the specific data and statistical trends,
along with applicable examples of permit inspection records from HANSEN. Part IV outlines the OIG’s
recommendations to improve the demolition inspection process: (i) a revised Work Instruction; (i)
programming changes to HANSEN; (iii) guidelines and training for the inspectors on the appropriate use
of HANSEN; (iv) an enhanced inspection-scheduling mechanism; and (v) more organizational stability
within the unit that inspects private demolition permits. Part V concludes.
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II. BACKGROUND & RELATED ISSUES

Before examining the underlying inspection data, this section presents the relevant background, including:
(i) a basic explanation of the demolition process; (i) applicable L+I regulations and types of demolition
inspections; (iii) the inspection scheduling process; (iv) departmental organization and history; and (v) the
HANSEN database. Where appropriate, this section also identifies different issues that provide needed
context and help frame later sections of this report and accompanying findings.

A. Demolition & Inspection Basics
Demolitions are highly technical and widely varied, depending on the character and condition of the
building. But, there are some fundamental procedures and general practices that are helpful to understand

before moving on to more technical aspects of L+I’s inspection activity.*

Most of L+I’s written inspection procedure contemplates the demolition of a typical Philadelphia
rowhome. Figure 1, below, depicts the standard residential row prior to the demolition of building B:

Figure 1: Typical Residential Row Prior to Demolition

As shown, building B is a three-story rowhome built upon a below-ground foundation or cellar. Building
B shares party walls with similar adjoining properties on both sides, buildings A and C.

Before any work can begin, a licensed contractor must first submit a site safety plan and obtain a permit
from L+I. The site safety plan will detail the exact manner of demolition, along with specific protections

for pedestrians and adjoining properties. As a general rule, all safe demolitions will proceed from the top
down.’

First, a licensed contractor will remove the roof and then move floor-by-floor to the ground level,
removing the front and rear walls of the building as demolition progresses. After successfully
demolishing the above-ground portions of the structure, the contractor will crack the cellar floor to ensure
proper drainage, then backfill the exposed cavity with clean material. The adjoining walls remain, and
the contractor will thoroughly seal and waterproof the exposed walls to protect the neighboring
properties. Finally, the contractor will grade the site to level ground. Figure 2, below, shows the
residential row after a safe demolition of the central building.

4 The technical science of structural demolition is beyond the scope of this inquiry. This basic summary is intended
for laypersons without backgrounds in construction and/or demolition. There are many additions, variations and
exceptions to this process that are not included to ease explanation.

3 See Philadelphia Code, Title 4 (Building Code) § B-3303.10.
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Figure 2: Residential Row After Demolition of Center Building

water-
proofing

clean fill

A qualified and experienced contractor could complete a typical demolition like this in a matter of days —
sometimes in a single day. In fact, safe demolitions should move quite swiftly because the process itself
compromises structural integrity. Partially demolished buildings are generally more at risk of collapse,
making efficiency one of the most important safety considerations. Unlike construction, where the
project can be postponed to wait for inspections, delaying a demolition in-progress can be quite risky.

As demolition moves forward, L+ inspectors should visit the site at different times, looking for some of
the issues described in the above example and generally checking that the contractor is following the
building-specific site safety plan that was approved with the permit. Timing is of the essence, because all
evidence of the demolition process is quickly erased as the building comes down.

In a typical rowhome demolition like the example here, the application of waterproofing sealant, often
stucco, to the adjoining walls is obviously a crucial measure of protection for the neighboring properties.
Also, the cellar cavity must be carefully addressed — improper fill material and/or a failure to allow
drainage could cause serious structural issues for the adjoining buildings.

But, with some slight variations to the example, these otherwise critical steps in demolition safety become
unnecessary and/or impossible. For example, if the property to be demolished is wholly unattached to
any other building, there would be no need for the contractor to waterproof party walls. And, many
buildings are not constructed on below-ground foundations,® eliminating the backfill process altogether.
Similarly, if the contractor is planning to build a new building at the same site, he or she will likely use
the same cellar cavity or base, again eliminating the need to backfill an open hole.

These are only some of the basic deviations that can greatly affect the scope of the contractor’s work and
L+I’s corresponding inspection duties. Because of the variety and complexity in the demolition process,
L+I inspections should appropriately be focused on different things, depending on the type and condition
of the building to be demolished as well as the contractor’s timing. The department’s written procedure,
therefore, must be equally flexible to account for the different situations that an inspector could encounter
in the field.

B. Applicable L+I Regulations — Work Instruction CS 1314
Following the Market Street building collapse in June 2013, the City’s demolition inspection process

dramatically changed. In accordance with Executive Order 4-13, L+I immediately enacted Code Bulletin
of Information B-1302,” “Demolition Standards and Activity Controls” (Code Bulletin) and Work

6 L+I inspectors and demolition professionals refer to this construction feature as “slab-on-grade.”
7 Now Code Bulletin of Information B-1302R, after subsequent revisions in April 2015.
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Instruction CS 1314, “Demolition Permit Inspections” (Work Instruction).®? These two documents outline
a robust series of demolition inspections, which the City has largely codified in The Philadelphia Code,
Title 4, Subcode A.°

The Code Bulletin was intended for the private contracting community, while the Work Instruction was
written for internal L+I personnel — the inspectors themselves. To date, these sources remain the
controlling authority for L+I’s demolition inspection process. Although there are some slight
differences,'” both the Code Bulletin and Work Instruction consistently describe a series of five (5)
categorical inspections to be conducted for each permitted demolition, summarized below.

Table 1: Demolition Inspections by Type — Work Instruction CS 1314

Inspection Title Description
Before the start of demolition, the inspector is to visit the site and review the site
Initial safety plan with the contractor. The inspector will verify: (i) the contractor has taken

the appropriate steps to protect pedestrians and adjoining structures; and (ii) the
contractor has adequate technical plans to demolish the building in accordance with
the Building Code.

After demolition begins, the inspector is to visit the site and ensure that the contractor
Under-Slab / Floor is progressing in a safe manner and following the site safety plan. According to the
Work Instruction, one of these inspections is to be performed for each floor of the
building, with a minimum of two (2) per permit — and/or one to ensure proper
cracking of the cellar floor.

Prior to backfilling the cellar cavity, the inspector is to visit the site and confirm that
Framing / Close-In an application of parging and waterproofing is applied to adjacent foundation walls.
The inspector is also to ensure that the contractor has sealed any openings in exposed
party walls and capped chimneys.

Also prior to backfilling, the inspector is to verify: (i) any/all improper fill has been
Prefinal / Wallboard | removed from the cellar cavity; and (ii) the site is generally ready for the final
inspection.

Final After demolition is fully completed, the inspector is to confirm that the contractor has
followed all steps, removed debris and properly graded the site.

As evident above, the detailed series of inspections in the Work Instruction closely tracks the basic
demolition model for a multi-story attached rowhome. There are clear and specific instructions for
inspections that examine waterproofing/parging of party walls and the proper backfilling of cellar
cavities. The concept of specific under-slab or floor-by-floor inspections is also well suited to multi-story
buildings that must proceed from the roof down in a segmented fashion.

But, the language of the instruction is also very narrow. As demolitions deviate from the traditional
rowhome model, the Work Instruction becomes less relevant. Without alternatives and more flexible
guidance on the inspectors’ use of discretion, it is difficult for inspectors to interpret the strict series of
inspections.

8 Work Instruction CS 1314 was first issued on June 12, 2013 and has not yet been revised.

9 Philadelphia Administrative Code § A-402.10.6 sets forth the specific inspections required of every permitted
demolition, “as applicable to the scope of work.” The Code provisions generally mirror the Work Instruction, but
they are not identical.

10 Because the Work Instruction is an internal document, it contains slightly different language directed toward the
L+I inspectors. For example, the Work Instruction states, “At a MINIMUM, two (2) under-slab/floor inspections
shall be performed on each demolition permit,” and it directs the inspectors to photograph every inspection.
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ISSUE 1: Lack of Clear Guidance

At the outset, it is clear that the precise series of inspections in the Work Instruction cannot
be conducted uniformly in the field. Except for the initial and final inspections, which
should always be applicable to demolition in any context, the remaining three inspections
are very specific to certain types of projects. If there are no adjoining buildings, and/or if
there is no backfilling of a cellar cavity, the framing/close-in and prefinal/wallboard
inspections have limited utility. Furthermore, the Work Instruction is very clear that, “At
a MINIMUM, two (2) under-slab/floor inspections shall be performed on each demolition
permit.” But, inspectors cannot follow this firm directive in demolitions of one or two
story buildings where the project ceaselessly progresses to the ground-level.

C. Inspection Scheduling & Contractor Violations

The legal structure of this series of inspections places some requirements on L+I inspectors and some
requirements on the demolition contractors — both parties share responsibility to ensure that the required
inspections are performed for each project. L+I is required to conduct final inspections in every case,
regardless of the specific demolition project.!! But, the contracting community is responsible for all of
the remaining inspections. The demolition contractor must “provide for” these inspections during the
project and make the site available for L+I inspectors to view.!? Failure to do so could result in a Code
Violation Notice (CVN) and $500 fine.!* This is the inspectors’ primary tool to enforce compliance with
inspection requirements.'*

Each of the Work Instruction inspections
is designed to take place at different
points in the demolition process: the
initial inspection must occur prior to any

Figure 3: Timing of Work Instruction Inspections

before
demo

{[ INITIAL INSPECTION }

work; the under-slab/floor inspections are cf;r’;nog [ UNDER-SLAB / FLOOR ]
to be conducted as demolition progresses

from the roof down; the framing/close-in [ FRAMING / CLOSE-IN ]
and prefinal/wallboard inspections are to oo

be conducted prior to backfilling the bacifil { PREFINAL / }
cellar cavity; and the final inspection WALLBOARD

takes place after all 'other steps have been after' { [ FINAL INSPECTION }
completed and the site has been completion

successfully graded.

Because it is the contractor’s responsibility to call L+I and schedule the different inspections at the
appropriate times during the project,'’ the entire process is dependent on closely coordinated timing. If

11 PA Uniform Construction Code §§ 403.45, 403.64.

12 See Philadelphia Administrative Code §§ A-402.1, A-402.8.

13 Philadelphia Administrative Code §§ A-506.1, A-506.2.

4 Of course, inspectors can cite the contractor for a variety of other violations related to the condition of the
property and manner/means of demolition. However, this CVN and corresponding fine are the only violations
directly applicable to the contractor’s compliance with the inspection process.

15 See Philadelphia Administrative Code §§ A-402.1, A-402.8.
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the contractor fails to schedule an inspection and continues the project without notifying the assigned
inspector, demolition work could progress to a point when certain inspections become impossible for the
inspector to perform.

For example, if the contractor removes all floors of the building in a matter of hours after the initial
inspection, without sufficient notice the inspector cannot complete the floor-by-floor inspections that the
Work Instruction requires. Or, if the contractor backfills the cellar cavity before the inspector has an
opportunity to examine the fill, there is no way to complete the framing/close-in or prefinal inspections in
the manner that the Work Instruction describes.!®

Ideally, at the initial inspection, the contractor and the inspector will go through the site safety plan and
the schedule of demolition. At that time, the inspector should have a basic understanding of the timing of
subsequent inspections. But, the inspector must still rely on the contractor to adhere to that schedule and
contact him or her directly. And, the department has no specific inspection-scheduling system or
automated feature that assists with this task. Currently, contractors and inspectors must reach one-another
by phone and work through their respective schedules.

ISSUE 2: Inadequate Process for Scheduling Inspections

More than anything else, the ability for inspectors to properly review demolition work
depends heavily on timing. Inspectors carry significant City-wide workloads and they must
closely coordinate their own schedules with many different contractors and projects.
Although this is not an impossible task, there are many factors that could severely hamper
an inspector’s ability to manage this process on his own. Missed calls, days away from
work, reassignments, rogue contractors, emergency and complaint-response
responsibilities could easily cause an inspector to miss a very small window in any given
private demolition job. And if the inspector misses that window, key inspections could be
lost because there is no way to revisit prior steps in the demolition process.

D. Other Demolition Inspections

In addition to the five Work Instruction inspections, there are several other types of inspections that L+I
inspectors can perform. There is no written guidance on these inspections and they do not appear in the
Work Instruction, but inspectors frequently use these different designations when addressing private
demolition permits. Table 2, below, presents some of the alternative demolition inspections:

16 If the contractor fails to notify the inspector, as described in these examples, the inspector may issue a Code
Violation Notice and fine the contractor $500 per occurrence. Philadelphia Administrative Code § A-506.2 (“failure
to provide for required demolition inspections™). In the narrow context of demolition inspections, this citation is the
primary enforcement method for L+I inspectors. Without corresponding Code Violation Notices, there is no clear
way for inspectors to exercise control over the private demolition sector.
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Table 2: Other Demolition Inspections by Type

Inspection Title Description
L+I's Construction Site Task Force visits demolition sites and
Construction | inspects for safety issues unrelated to the technical manner
Site Task and means of demolition. These inspections typically focus
Force (CSTF) | on: (i) proper posting of permits; (ii) adequate up-to-date
contractor insurance; (iii) garbage and/or construction debris;
and/or (iv) other non-structural issues related to the project
that relate to site safety.
After the contractor has backfilled an exposed cavity, the
Test Pit inspector may require a partial excavation of the site in order
to determine if the contractor buried any improper fill
material.
Inspectors may visit the demolition site at any other time and
Discretionary | make corresponding entries in HANEN using this inspection
code.

After the Market Street collapse, L+I created the Construction Site Task Force (CSTF) — a specialized
group of inspectors who conduct spot-checks at all demolition sites throughout the City. These
inspections are critical to site safety, but they are not typically focused on technical or structural issues
related to the manner and means of demolition.

Test pit inspections are widely used by the inspectors. In the event that the inspector was not present to
view the exposed cellar cavity and/or the actual backfilling process, the inspector will require the
contractor to dig one or more pits at the demolition site. This technique allows the inspector to verify that
the contractor backfilled the cavity in accordance with the Building Code. And, unlike the categorical
framing and wallboard inspections from the Work Instruction, test pit inspections do not require precise
coordination between the inspector and the contractor — they can be performed at any point after
backfilling. Of course, like all inspections that address backfilling, test pits are often inapplicable. They

would not be necessary if the building has no below-ground foundation or if new construction is planned
at the site.

Lastly, discretionary inspections have no specified categorical rules or regulations. Inspectors can
perform these inspections at any point during the project and for any reason associated with their official
responsibilities.

E. Departmental Organization

Until April 2014, two divisions of L+I shared the responsibilities of demolition inspections: the
Construction Services Division (Construction Services) and the Contractual Services Unit (CSU).
Construction Services has approximately 40 inspectors, divided between five (5) different geographical
districts of the City. These inspectors used to perform the bulk of L+I’s inspection work associated with
private permits — both construction and demolition.

CSU has a wide variety of duties. The unit is basically responsible for all decayed/damaged properties
that have been classified “Imminently Dangerous” (ID) or “Unsafe.” CSU administers the City’s Master
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